This paper reports on the results of a global field study conducted in 2014 and 2015 amongst leading manufacturers from a wide range of industries. It provides insights about managerial practice surrounding production sourcing as well as the factors driving these decisions. Exploratory factor analysis and multiple logistic regression models using the response data generate the following seven key findings: (1) Companies are currently restructuring their global production footprints. (2) The majority of firms engage in offshoring. Reshoring is indeed occurring but not largely for corrective reasons. (3) North America may be at the cusp of a manufacturing renaissance, but not because of reshoring. (4) China is still the most attractive source for production, followed by developing economies in Eastern Europe and Southern Asia. (5) The decline of manufacturing in developed economies, i.e., Western Europe and Japan, continues. (6) Labor cost, is no longer the driving force in manufacturing location decisions. Instead, firms make complex trade-offs among a variety of factors. (7) Firms localize production in developed economies and use developing economies as production hubs.
Introduction
This paper reports current trends in global production sourcing decisions and their drivers, based on the analysis of a benchmark survey of leading global manufacturing firms. 1 We observe a wave of restructuring of global supply chains primarily through offshoring. Yet, reshoring is a considerable phenomenon in our sample. China remains the most attractive region for production sourcing followed by Eastern European and Southern Asian countries. While Western Europe and Japan suffer from a net 1 The study and its descriptive results are presented and discussed in the companion report (Cohen et al. 2016) outflow of production volume, manufacturing in North America is growing, but not due to reshoring by American companies. When evaluating these decisions firms increasingly make complex trade-offs among a wide range of factors beyond labor cost.
We are currently in a period of restructuring of global supply chains, spurred by a changing global competitive landscape as well as changing centers of demand. For instance, in 2012 General Electric moved back to the U.S. its production of household appliances which had previously been offshored to China and Mexico (Crooks 2012) . Two years later General Motors announced a USD 12bn investment in new plants in China (Cook 2014) .
Global cost competitiveness has changed drastically in recent years. While the gap in total manufacturing cost between China and the U.S. was still substantial 10 years ago, it has almost marginalized and is expected to be fully closed by 2018 (Sirkin et al. 2014) . Traditional perceptions of low-cost countries no longer hold true. At the same time globalization has not only opened the gates to cheap labor for Western manufacturers but also redistributed wealth globally, leading to changing centers of global demand.
The current restructuring of global supply chains reflects manufacturers' adaptation to this new environment. Decisions to reshore to Western nations, especially the U.S., receive special attention in business and popular press as well as politics (The Economist 2013) since this alleged Manufacturing
Renaissance (Sirkin et al. 2012) holds the promise of returning the manufacturing jobs many believed to be lost. Over the past 25 years manufacturing has continuously shifted away from developed countries, taking jobs with it. For example in Germany, Japan and the U.S. manufacturing employment decreased by around 25% from 1991 to 2013 (Levinson 2015) .
Despite the public attention paid to recent manufacturing location decisions, little is known in the academic community (Fratocchi et al. 2014, Arlbjørn and Mikkelsen 2014) . Many theories and frameworks propose how location decisions -mostly from a company perspective -should be made but very little research has documented empirically what is actually happening inside an organization and what drives specific decisions. Prior empirical research focuses either on a narrow geography or on each company's decisions in the aggregate, neglecting the driving forces of individual decisions. This paper provides a global perspective on current production sourcing decisions and their individual drivers by reporting the results of a survey of supply chain executives.
Our research contributes to the theory of international manufacturing location decisions and differs from existing research in three ways: (1) It is not a typical consulting study as it allows for heterogeneity in the results and presents multiple perspectives that do not oversimplify. (2) Our research is no classical empirical study, either. The nature of the sample data sets this study apart from others due to the depth of the information our conclusions are based on. We gathered data from a global sample of the leading firms across the relevant manufacturing sectors. The respondents shared detailed and comprehensive insights concerning individual production sourcing decisions, i.e., information at the product (group) level. This dataset allows us to take an exploratory perspective similar to grounded theory research, understanding how executives think about location decisions and their driving forces unbiased by preconceived opinions or hypotheses. Hereby, our sampling method is closer to theoretical sampling as used in case study research compared to statistical sampling (Eisenhardt 1989) . While the sample size and selection makes the generalizability of our results debatable we believe the in-depth information allows us to draw conclusion valid for our sample, which we believe is exemplary of the global manufacturing landscape. We thus see our research as a field study into recent production sourcing decisions by leading 2 global manufacturing firms. (3) The problem studied is highly relevant for the manufacturing competitiveness of companies as well as nations. Yet, as we will outline in the next section very little is known about the nature of current decisions and even more so the decision making processes from existing literature. Both of which are addressed in this research.
In particular, we aim to address the following research questions in this paper:
1. To what extent have global production sourcing networks changed over the last three years?
2. Has the offshoring activity of firms increased or decreased over this time frame? What are the major drivers behind the observed change? The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. We first review the existing literature focusing on prior empirical work before we outline our methodological approach. We then present which production sourcing decisions are made by our respondents, contrasting offshoring, i.e., locating manufacturing operations -volume or entire sites -outside the region of the business unit's headquarter, and reshoring decisions, i.e., relocating manufacturing operations to the region of a business unit's headquarter. The decisions are further explored in greater detail identifying the driving forces of decisions to in-and divest in China, North America, and Western Europe, as well as of investment decisions for Eastern Europe and Southern Asia. We conclude by discussing the key trends observed in our sample in comparison to other empirical research and in light of theoretical models, and outline implications for managers and policy makers.
2 Our sample includes for example, 4 of the 10 largest automotive OEMs, 2 of the 10 largest electronics companies, and 2 of the 10 largest engineering firms.
Literature Review
The general body of literature on how and why companies (should) make manufacturing location decisions is well established. Theoretical concepts in different streams of literature try to explain and predict manufacturing location decisions. The theory of the business/economic/industry/competitive cluster (Porter 1990 (Porter , 1998 highlights the benefits of proximity to peers performing similar activities, around which will arise a lively ecosystem of enabling resources. Further theories applied in this context include transaction cost economics (McIvor 2013), internalization theory (Buckley and Casson 2009) , and eclectic theory (Dunning 1980 (Dunning , 1998 .
OM/OR literature provides conceptual and mathematical models explaining manufacturing location decisions in international manufacturing networks (for reviews see Melo et al. 2009 , Cheng et al. 2015 . Mathematical models tend to focus on optimal production network configurations under specific circumstances while the conceptual models provide an overview over the factors to consider in global production sourcing decisions.
Cohen and Lee (1989) present a mathematical model which identifies the optimal resource allocation in a global manufacturing network to optimize profits. Lu and van Mieghem (2009) model offshoring decisions from a network capacity investment perspective. They study the optimal facility design for a common component of different products produced for and in different markets. Wu and Zhang (2014) model the production sourcing decisions between local and offshore sourcing deriving implications under which circumstances companies should be reshoring. Huchzermeier and Cohen (1996) apply real options theory to model the manufacturing locations under exchange rate uncertainty. Dong et al. (2009) build on this research investigating facility network design in the presence of exchange rate uncertainty and competition. It offers insights when firms localize supply chains for regional markets versus when they use a global network to supply all markets. Kouvelis et al. (2013) provide a conceptual framework and formulate a structural equations model to explain which factors drive changes in international facility networks over time, and which factors determine the differences in structures of facility networks of global firms.
On the side of the conceptual models Kouvelis and Niederhoff (2007) present a framework on the many factors potentially driving global production sourcing decisions. Tsay (2014) reviews various theories about how geographic distance influences coordination of a supply chain, and groups the main motives for placement of manufacturing as follows: (1) access to resources (human, natural, and manmade), (2) proximity to customers, (3) proximity to suppliers, and (4) governmental restrictions (e.g., local content requirements) and incentives (e.g., preferential tax/duty rates). The first three factors emerge organically from economic fundamentals, while the last reflects societal intervention. Kouvelis and Su (2005) discuss the design and location of sourcing, production and distribution facility networks for global markets summarizing both, conceptual frameworks on global supply chain design issues and some of the decision support models, thus bridging both streams of research.
While the underpinning theories of manufacturing location decisions are well established there is a growing interest in current decisions that result from the application of these theories. Anecdotal evidence from business press articles as well as preliminary empirical evidence from academics suggests that companies are indeed reconfiguring their supply chains and global manufacturing footprints.
Reshoring has received special attention (Tate 2014) .
Some sources interpret reshoring as a corrective action, meaning that it attempts to reverse an earlier location decision that turned out badly (Kinkel and Maloca 2009 , Gray et al. 2013 , Fratocchi et al. 2014 .
Others acknowledge that a shift in production may be the legitimate response to a changing business environment (Tate et al. 2014b ). The Boston Consulting Group compares total manufacturing costs across the globe. It has concluded that the once substantial cost gap between developed, i.e., the U.S., and developing countries, i.e., China, has diminished to an extent that some products may be even cheaper to produce in the U.S. (Sirkin et al. 2014) . The same trend is emerging in other regions (Treville and Trigeorgis 2010) . Sirkin et al. (2014) explain this development by changes to the differentials in productivity-adjusted labor cost, the appreciation of the currencies of many developing economies, rising oil prices and consequently transportation costs, as well as changes in energy costs. Consequently, the very reason that for the past 25 years made companies offshore -labor cost -may now lead to reshoring of production volume. Indeed, various sources report that companies nowadays include more factors than just labor cost when making manufacturing location decisions. Proximity and access to markets, risk resilience, and flexibility seem to be growing in importance (Kinkel and Maloca 2009 , Simchi-Levi et al. 2012 , Ellram et al. 2013 , Chen et al. 2015 .
A number of empirical studies provide preliminary evidence on the scope of current production sourcing decisions. The publications by Kinkel and Maloca (2009) , Ellram et al. (2013) and Chen et al. (2015) are closest to our research due to commonalities in survey methodology. Kinkel and Maloca (2009) surveyed German companies on offshoring practices. Analyzing the 1663 responses using a probit regression model and descriptive statistics revealed that production offshoring has lost momentum. Reshoring is a quantifiable but small phenomenon among these firms. Between 16
and 25 percent of all offshoring decisions are countered by a reshoring activity within four years. While the remaining offshoring activities, predominantly to Eastern Europe and China, are driven by labor cost, reshoring activities seem to be driven mainly by flexibility and quality concerns. In a follow-up study with European firms, Dachs et al. (2012) essentially confirm these findings. Ellram et al. (2013) surveyed a U.S. sample. They applied the location aspect of internationalization theory to understand how the perception of a region's attractiveness for manufacturing evolves and which factors affect these decisions on a firm level. They performed exploratory factor analysis to condense the pool of potential decision drivers to a set of eight factors, then used multiple OLS regression to associate these factors with decisions to change production volume in any given geographic region. They find that the drivers for manufacturing location decisions change over time and vary by region. Further, they see a growing importance for supply chain related factors. They conclude that companies in their sample move beyond mere labor cost comparisons and place more emphasis on total factor cost, profitability, and customer value. In the extended report of their study Tate et al. (2014a) outline the descriptive results and further document a moderate trend of reshoring to the U.S. which varies in strength by industry. Chen et al. (2015) is the predecessor to our study. They survey 49 multinational companies with operations in China. Using descriptive statistics and correlation analyses the authors find no significant trend to reshore production to developed economies. Further, they elaborate that prevailing decision processes make trade-offs among a multitude of factors. In contrast to studies that investigate decisions on a firm level, Chen et al. (2015) is the first survey-based, academic research to choose individual decisions as the unit of analysis. This enables the linking of decision drivers directly to the outcome.
Da Silveira (2014) explains offshoring activities by manufacturing strategy, i.e., the factor costs, flexibility, and delivery. He finds that offshoring decisions are primarily driven by cost and flexibility but not delivery.
Complementing the survey-based literature are two case-based studies that investigate reshoring decisions in greater depth. In a series of 10 case studies with Spanish footwear manufacturers, Martínez-Mora and Merino (2014) found that companies that offshored production during the 1990s later increased production volume at home while also keeping production offshore. In contrast to Kinkel and Maloca (2009) and Gray et al. (2013) , they find that reshoring is not necessarily a corrective action but rather a reaction to a changing business environment and factors that were not present or critical at the time of the initial offshoring decisions. Therefore, changes in cost competitiveness and currency exchange rates are reported to have driven the reshoring decisions. Gylling et al. (2015) partially supports both views in a single case study of a Finnish manufacturing company's offshoring and subsequent reshoring. They found that the reshoring decision was of corrective nature, as quality issues and a wave of rationalization in the home plant made domestic production more attractive. Both factors could have been foreseen or at least explored prior to the decision. However, reshoring also became the preferred option due to changes in the business environment, especially in currency exchange rates and customer demand. Case-based research affirms that optimum production location decisions are not static. Reshoring may best be interpreted as an adaptation to changes in the business environment.
Professional associations and management consulting firms also research trends in manufacturing location decisions. The supply chain management professional association SCM World, for example, surveyed 330 supply chain executives. Its study concluded that China has become less attractive as a site for fewer offshore production due to increased total manufacturing cost, less favorable government policies, and obstacles caused by cost and availability of labor. Instead companies are moving to ASEAN countries for cheaper labor or the U.S. and Mexico for market access. The authors confirm that company strategies increasingly move beyond labor cost comparisons to a wider pool of considerations, especially agility (O'Marah and Lee 2013).
The management consulting firm Accenture (2014) surveyed U.S. and Chinese manufacturing executives. They find evidence for the current reconfiguration of supply chains and report a trend towards nearshore production for American companies. However, A.T. Kearney argues that reshoring to the U.S. is over-hyped, as the scope of the phenomenon is much smaller than the media attention would suggest. This conclusion results from analysis of macroeconomic data and 700 cases of companies reshoring production (van den Bossche et al. 2014) . The latest version of the study finds even further growth in offshoring over reshoring activities (van den Bossche et al. 2015) . (Ellram et al. 2013) . To the best of our knowledge, ours is the first study to map current production sourcing decisions on a global scale and to tie them to decision drivers.
Methodology

Data Gathering
To answer the research questions outlined in the introduction we collected data using both online and paper-based versions of a questionnaire. This instrument greatly enhanced the questionnaire developed for the predecessor study in China (see Chen et al. 2015) , with new lines of inquiry and edits to better capture meaning. Respondents provided information about a specific production sourcing decision instance, and explained how the decision resulted in changes in production volumes in the different regional facilities the company has in its network. Our unit of analysis is the aforementioned decision instance. We also asked about the firm or business unit, the product, the importance of various decision drivers, and the current sales and production footprint. Providing this data entailed a considerable effort for the participating companies. Given the scope and depth of the questions, respondents had to not only gather data from multiple sources but also obtain clearance to share highly confidential data with an external party. The dataset is described descriptively in detail in the companion report (Cohen et al. 2016 ) illustrating the depth of the information obtained.
The information provided by each firm is on a single product category, and most firms source their products from multiple regions. In the reported decision instance, our respondents indicated how their production sourcing changed across regions over the last three years, and identified the important drivers behind these changes from a set of 24 potential drivers. That is, the unit of analysis in this study is the decision at the product level. If the unit of analysis were to be the firm, then the responses would reveal only volume changes aggregated across multiple product categories. This might, for example, obscure the reasons why in a given region a firm simultaneously increases one product's production there but decreases the volume of another. Note that the drivers related to quality, cost and delivery are generally ranked high in the descriptive results in Table 15 . However, the drivers that actually tip the scales in volume change decisions in each region are different from those with high rankings.
The questionnaire was distributed through the professional networks of the involved faculty members, to selected customers of our industrial partner Avnet, and to a list of the largest manufacturing firms in Europe and Japan. We promised strict confidentiality. Invitees were incentivized with early access to the results of the study and an invitation to a roundtable conference with the research team and representatives of fellow responding companies. We sent regular follow-up messages to increase the response rate. The employed sampling method can be classified as theoretical sampling as used in case study research, i.e., cases are chosen for theoretical reasons, compared to random sampling for statistical reasons (Eisenhardt 1989) . In particular we selected cases that reported changes in production sourcing over the past three years. Similar sampling strategies have been widely adopted, e.g., recently by Chandrasekaran et al. (2016) .
Sample Profile and Biases
85 respondents completed the questionnaire, of which 74 became the final sample. The 11 discarded responses did not report any changes. While this reveals something about the degree of restructuring in supply chains, we excluded these responses as they could not enhance understanding of the decisionmaking. Respondents were supply chain executives (68% VP or higher) from a wide range of industries (see Table 2 ), based primarily in North America (37%), Europe (31%), and Asia (28%).
Our data collection spanned multiple months in 2014 and 2015 and the number of invitations was much larger than the final sample size. We tested nonresponse bias using Chi-squared tests and t-tests comparing early and late responses, which proved insignificant. Common method variance is a risk since both our dependent and independent variables come from the same source. However, Harman's single factor test finds that more than one factor accounts for the majority of the variance in our data.
Variables
Our We define reshoring in this context as an increase in production volume in the region where the business unit's headquarter is located following the definition of domestic manufacturing outlined by Brush et al. (1999) . While focusing on the location of the headquarter may generally be misleading due to issues such as tax inversion as Tsay (2014) points out, in our sample it appears appropriate as for the majority of our respondents the headquarter location corresponds with the firm's historic origin and/or the operational focus region. We define reshoring in a wider sense to include all investments in one's home region, as an investment at home without a reduction of production volume offshore still changes the balance between on-and offshore manufacturing.
To understand the driving forces behind the ten focal decisions, which serve as our binary dependent variables, we first reduce the number of independent variables as the full format has potentially 53 explanatory variables per decision. We conduct principal factor exploratory factor analyses on the 24 driver variables, our main focus, as well as the 18 product characteristics variables which serve as control variables. Bartlett's tests of sphericity prove significant for both analyses (Drivers: For the decision driver variables six factors are retained based on Kaiser criteria and comparative model fit statistics. Their Eigenvalues are greater than 0.90, they cumulatively explain more than 75%
of the variance, and the scree plot flattens out only after the 6 th factor (Hair et al. 2014 factors with Eigenvalues greater than 1.0 which cumulatively explain more than 0.85 of the variance.
Also in this case we traded off minimizing AIC versus BIC by selecting the five factor solution. The resulting factors are rotated using normalized orthogonal Quartimax rotation to improve interpretability of the results.
The resulting factors are calculated using factor scores with the factor loadings as presented in Table   3 and Table 4 . To test the robustness of our results we also computed the factors as the averages of the variables constituting a factor and repeated all subsequent analyses, which yielded very similar results.
For each selected production sourcing decision we include firm size, industry affiliation, origin as well as current sales and production activities in the respective region as additional control variables, as these have proven to be differentiators in other studies analyzing manufacturing location decisions (Kinkel and Maloca 2009, Lampel and Giachetti 2013) . Our sample includes firms from the industries automotive, capital goods, consumer goods, machinery, IT and other industries as well as firms from Europe, Asia, North America and other regions. For both, industry affiliation and origin, the category other serves as the reference category in the regression models outlined in the next section.
Descriptive analyses of the location decisions provide the basis for the second part of the study. For the regions with the highest reported increase and decrease of production volume as well as off-and reshoring decisions we estimate multiple logit regression models in different specifications to understand what drives these decisions. The models are presented in section 4 in which we discuss the decisions to in-or decrease production volume in a region or to off-/reshore manufacturing which serve as dependent variables. 
Global flows of production sourcing
The firms in our sample report a wide variety of decisions made in recent years. To answer our research question regarding current manufacturing location decisions we provide descriptive statistics for responses about whether or not a firm has in-and/or decreased production volume in a region. As discussed in the introduction the results presented in this section pertain primarily to our sample. While we believe that our sample is representative of the global manufacturing landscape one should not generalize these findings without thorough reflection. Across the sample we can distinguish two groups of regions: developed and emerging economies.
Emerging economies including China, India, the ASEAN and Eastern European countries show a distinct surplus of investments over divestments. For example, almost five times as many respondents increase production volume in Eastern Europe (24%) rather than decrease (5%). The situation is different for the developed economies (North America, Japan, and Western Europe). The number of firms investing is comparable to the number decreasing production volume. Only North America shows a surplus of investments over divestments, a moderate indication of the alleged Manufacturing Renaissance (Sirkin et al. 2012) . We further analyze the flows of production volume among the regions of the world as shown in Figure 2 . The following sections discuss the forces driving these flows.
Offshoring and Reshoring
76% of our sample engages in offshoring of production, i.e., investing in production outside one's home country. At the same time 32% are reshoring production. Reshoring is thus strongly evident in our sample, applying to almost a third of respondents. However, the incidence rate differs by region. In our sample the share of reshoring firms is highest among Western European companies with 36% compared to 28% for Japanese and 26% for North American firms respectively. While this difference is not statistically significant in a Chi-squared test ( 2 = 0.681 , = 2 , = 0.711 , = 67) it shows that reshoring is not only an American phenomenon even though the media attention is certainly the greatest in the U.S..
Using multiple logit regression in different model specifications we analyze the drivers of these
decisions to offshore and reshore as presented in Table 5 and Table 6 . The six factors selected from the original 24 driver variables serve as independent variables in our base model (Model I) as we are trying to understand what companies regard as important when deciding to source production from a certain region. Different model specifications complement this base model with the five factors derived from the product characteristics (Model II), the share of global sales and production volume represented by each region (Model III), the industry affiliation (Model IV), the region of the business unit's headquarters (Model V), and firm size expressed as the log of employee headcount (Model VI). We estimate a full model including all confounders (Model VII). Due to the heterogeneity of the data and the resulting challenges in fitting these models we show individual model configurations per group of
covariates. Yet, not all models could be fitted. We omitted these configurations from the reported regression tables.
The models show that when controlling for other variables there is a statistically significant relationship between a firm's origin and its likelihood to reshore production. European firms are significantly more likely to offshore (Table 5 -VII: = 7.749 , = 0.035), while Asian firms are less likely to reshore production (Table 6 -VII: = −8.521 , = 0.043 ). We can explain the latter observation understanding that over the last decades European firms engaged less in offshoring than did North American companies, but now might see a need to establish local presences in emerging markets.
Firms with more employees are more likely to reshore ( Table 6 : Logit regression models for reshoring critical local market size before investing in offshore manufacturing. While the larger firms now bring production back home in light of changing manufacturing cost competitiveness, smaller firms in some cases now start production offshore as the markets in emerging economies grow.
Automotive companies are more likely to offshore production (Table 5 -VII: = 6.226 , = 0.094) while consumer goods (Table 6 -VII: = 7.109 , = 0.074 ) and machinery (Table 6-IV: = 1.534 , = 0.079) firms are more likely to reshore. Also, the current share of production in the home region determines a firm's likelihood to off-or reshore. While firms with more production in the home region tend to further reshore (Table 6 -VII: = 0.043 , = 0.067), firms with less production at home are more inclined to offshore (Table 5- The regression analyses for decisions to offshore remain inconclusive with respect to the decision drivers and the types of products offshored. The descriptive analysis of the driver variables presented in Table 15 in the appendix, however, suggests that product quality (Table 15 Given that reshoring occurs in developed regions this is comprehensible as R&D has been offshored to a lesser degree than has manufacturing. Firms would reshore production to achieve proximity to R&D or if they are faced with a higher degree of complexity and require a specific skill set.
Reshoring seems very much driven by proximity to markets (Table 6- Comparing decisions to off-and reshore production it becomes evident that offshoring decisions appear to be more diverse as we will outline in the subsequent sections. A wide range of offshoring decisions is made for a diverse set of reasons. Decisions to reshore, in contrast, share a common theme of seeking proximity to demand as outlined in the discussion of the regression models in Table 6. 4.3 Production In-and Divestments in China 45% of our sample increased production volume in China, mostly shifting production from Western Europe or investing in China without reallocating production elsewhere. These decisions are to a large degree market driven and not cost driven as in the past. The descriptive results in Cohen et al. 2016 suggest that market considerations are responsible for production volume increases in China. Table 15 shows that respondents that increased production volume in China rank market changes as the most important decision driver (Table 15: = 4.03). Also in the regression models, presented in Table 7 , the factor proximity to markets proves significant in two of the model specifications (Table 7-III, IV: 0.607 ≤ ≤ 1.526 , 0.041 ≥ ≥ 0.007). The likelihood of investing in China increases with the share of local sales (Table 7 -III: = 0.098 , = 0.003) which further supports the hypothesis of demanddriven investments. Consistent with this pattern, production of R&D intensive components is significantly more likely to be shifted to China (Table 7 -II: = 0.507 , = 0.090). As China's importance as a consumer market grows, local R&D for local products will become more of a necessity.
Certain costs are still a meaningful concern for some firms when investing in China. Energy & fixed cost, i.e., the cost to set up and maintain facilities and equipment, turns out significant in one of the model specifications (Table 7 -III: = 0.304 , = 0.047). This does not necessarily mean labor cost, as that is ranked only 8 th (Table 15 : = 3.48) whereas logistics costs, key to the proximity-seeking rationale, seem more important, ranked as 3 rd most important driver (Table 15 : = 3.76). (Table 7 -III: = 0.059 , = 0.002). Firms seem to choose China if they prefer to invest in existing plants or regions that are already familiar as a production location.
Current production volume in China significantly increases the likelihood of investing in China
Among the companies investing in China only IT firms are more likely (Table 7 -IV: = 1.699 , = 0.086) to invest than others. This matches their current sourcing pattern, predominantly from Asian countries, i.e., China. Neither location nor firm size correlate with a firm's predisposition to invest in China.
While 45% of the sample increased production volume in China, a relatively small share of 11% decided to divest, of which half is shifting the production to ASEAN countries. Government policies & risk lead firms to divest as the factor turns out significant in 5 out of 6 model specifications (Table 8- Table 8 . This may well be a response to the Chinese government's initiative to upgrade the type of manufacturing operations in the country (Qi 2015) . Correspondingly, R&D intensive components (Table 8 -II: = −3.838 , = 0.026) and highvalue products (Table 8 -II: = −1.806 , = 0.071) are more likely to remain in China.
Products with unstable demand, which benefit from shorter supply chains, are more likely to be moved out of China (Table 8 -II: = 1.768 , = 0.078). This is in line with the significance of proximity to markets in one of the model specifications (Table 8 -II: = 2.659 , = 0.086 ) as manufacturing of this kind of product tends to locate closer to where demand occurs.
The higher its current share of local production in China, the more likely a firm is to divest ( (Sirkin et al. 2014 ).
Production In-and Divestments in North America
Our sample does not find evidence for large-scale reshoring by North American firms. Yet, Figure 1 shows North America to have a surplus of investments over divestments, which is unique among the developed economies. This phenomenon seems to be largely driven by market considerations. Table 15 shows that market changes is the most important driver for these decisions (Table 15 Table 9 . The likelihood to invest in North America increases with the share of local sales volume (Table 9 -III: = 0.030 , = 0.073), which corroborates the notion of market-driven investments.
As a second important driver we identify innovation, the ability to develop products that meet market demand. It is significant in all but one regression model (Table 9- Unlike proximity and innovation, supply does not seem to be important for decisions to invest in North America. In the regression models supply is significant with a negative effect in five model specifications (Table 9 -I, II, IV-VI: −0.665 ≤ ≤ −0.635 , 0.096 ≥ ≥ 0.081). We can assume that the firms that increase production volume already have a supply base in North America so that supply is not critical for the reported decisions.
Despite recent reports about North America's resurgence in manufacturing cost competitiveness, especially vis-a-vis China, we find that certain costs do not play a crucial role in investment decisions in North America. Energy & fixed cost is not significant in any of the model specifications nor are any of the cost types mentioned among the important decision drivers. Energy cost is even rated as the least important driver (Table 15 : = 2.18) despite the cheap gasoline made available by fracking.
Unlike the study by Ellram et al. (2013) we do not find that government policies & risk encourage firms to move production to North America (Table 9 -I-VI: ≤ −0.090). Not only is there no significant relationship in any of the regression model specifications but the observed effect is also negative. If anything, our sample reports that government policies and risk discourage investment in North America.
We also do not find that firms of any specific industry, region, or size are more or less likely to invest in production in North America. North American firms are thus not more likely to reshore.
While 23% of our sample reports investment in North America, another 16% chose to divest. These firms seem to be motivated by supply chain related factors. Agility is the only factor that turns out Table 9 : Logit regression models for production volume increase in North America significant in at least one of the model specifications shown in Table 10 (Table 10- Table 10 : Logit regression models for production volume decrease in North America arguably benefit the most from agility, i.e., products with unstable demand, is significantly less likely to be moved out of North America (Table 10 -II: = −1.369 , = 0.019).
While not highly significant, policy & risk (Table 10- With respect to the type of firms decreasing production in North America, capital goods companies show a significantly higher likelihood (Table 10 -IV: = 2.828 , = 0.027) as do larger firms with more employees (Table 10 -VI: = 2.828 , = 0.027). A firm's origin, however, does not significantly impact the decisions reported by our sample.
Production In-and Divestments in Western Europe
Western Europe is one of only two regions in our study with a net decrease of production volume. While 24% of the firms report of divestment, only 19% report an increase in production volume. For the latter decisions the results of the regression models remain inconclusive regarding the drivers. Yet, as for investment decisions in North America, this is not due to supply. Supply is negatively significant in all model specifications outlined in Table 11 (Table 11- While not significant, the effect of energy & fixed cost is negative in most of our model specifications and relatively small in all of them (Table 11 -I, II, IV-VI: −0.109 ≤ ≤ 0.054). Thus, while energy & fixed cost is certainly not a driver for investments in Western Europe it is also not a deal breaker. At the same time the effects of proximity are relatively large and positive (Table 11 -I-VI: ≤ 0.178). Proximity-seeking firms are more inclined to invest in Western Europe than not, which is in line with the still large demand many firms in our sample see in Europe.
While the concrete drivers remain unclear, products for which the production process is highly automated are more likely to be shifted to Western Europe (Table 11 -II: = 0.667, = 0.082). Also, the higher the share of local production the higher the likelihood of increasing production in Western Europe (Table 11 -III: = 0.020, = 0.077). Firms must thus invest in Western Europe either in familiar regions or even in existing facilities. The latter interpretation is more plausible as we see that firms mostly invest in automated production, a type of operation usually associated with high fixed costs. This might consequently justify investments in a region with otherwise weak manufacturing cost competitiveness.
For the 24% of firms that decided to decrease production volume in Western Europe two flows dominate: 67% of these firms shifted production to China and 61% from Western to Eastern Europe. Table 11 : Logit regression models for production volume increase in Western Europe (Table 12- Table 12 : Logit regression models for production volume decrease in Western Europe of the models, respectively. Compared to manufacturing operations, R&D was offshored less over the past years. R&D thus very much occurs close to headquarters, often in developed economies, and not necessarily near the demand. It is therefore understandable that firms that are driven by innovation seek proximity to these R&D facilities and therefore keep manufacturing in Western Europe. Similarly, firms that seek a stable, low-risk manufacturing location with a large domestic market without tariffs within the EU seem to be more inclined to stay in Western Europe than to leave.
As with divestment decisions in North America, energy & fixed cost is not necessarily the driving force. While not significant in any model specifications we see that the effect is negative (Table 12 -I-VI: ≤ −0.106) making it even less likely for a firm driven by manufacturing cost to divest in Western Europe.
As with decisions to increase production volume, decisions to divest in Western Europe do not differ by industry, origin, or firm size. Firms are not more inclined to move offshore the production of goods with certain traits.
Production Investments in Eastern Europe
Eastern Europe has a distinct surplus of decisions to increase production volume (24% of the sample reports an increase, vs. 5% reporting a decrease). The majority of the inflows of production volume comes as shifts from Western Europe. As for in-and divestment decisions in Western Europe, our data analysis is inconclusive regarding the forces driving these investments. In five of the regression model specifications we only find significant coefficients for policy & risk (Table 13- Contrary to common perception, firms in our sample do not seem to invest in Eastern Europe for particular cost reasons. In fact, the effect of energy & fixed cost is -while not significant -even negative in our regression models (Table 13 -I-VI: ≤ −0.072). That is, firms would be even less likely to invest if they are sensitive to these types of cost. Table 13 shows that firms with a higher current share of their production volume in Eastern Europe are more likely to invest there (Table 13 -III: = 0.215, = 0.001). These companies seem to prefer locations in known regions or to increase production in existing plants. Also, smaller firms are more inclined to invest in Eastern Europe (Table 13 -VI: = −0.245, = 0.076). Table 15 show labor to be an important factor for investment decisions in Eastern Europe. Labor cost (Table 15: = 3.56) as well as labor quality and availability (Table 15: = 3.56) are among the most important drivers.
The descriptive results in
We do not find firms from any specific industry to be more likely to invest in Eastern Europe. Even though the largest inflow of production volume comes from Western Europe the origin of the firm does not significantly impact investment in Eastern Europe. 
Production Investments in Southern Asia
Southern Asia, i.e., India and the ASEAN countries, experiences mainly investments but not divestments from the firms in our sample. The investments -about half of which are shifts from China -are to a large degree driven by cost as energy & fixed cost turns out significant in four of the regression model specifications (Table 14- that agility is less of a concern for decisions to invest in Southern Asia (Table 14- (Table 14 -II: = −0.612, = 0.072). Automated production is significantly more likely to be shifted to Southern Asia (Table 14 -II: = 0.596, = 0.057). This is counterintuitive since China, previously the primary destination for low-cost offshoring, is only starting to automate manufacturing operations (Qi 2015) .
The movement to Southern Asia appears to be amplified by existing local production, as firms with higher shares of local production are more likely to further increase production in their Southern Asian plants or to set up new facilities there (Table 14- 
Discussion
Our field study has led to the following seven key insights about the current restructuring of global supply chains:
(1) Companies are currently restructuring their global production footprints. Our research provides evidence that firms from all industries and origins are indeed currently reconfiguring their supply chains on a global scale. This aligns with other research (Chen et al. 2015) and updates the findings from Kinkel (2012) who argues that the production relocation activities of German firms declined over the course of the global economic crisis. From a theoretical perspective this phenomenon can be well described with the eclectic paradigm. Dunning (2000) argues that location decisions are highly contextual and depend upon, among other factors, the comparative advantages offered by the current location and alternative locations. Relocation of production seems natural given the recent changes in the competitive landscape outlined by Sirkin et al. (2014) .
(2) The majority of firms engage in offshoring. Reshoring is indeed occurring but not largely for corrective reasons. 76% of our sample offshores production. 32% also reports of reshoring production to North America and even more to Western Europe and Japan. We confirm that reshoring is indeed a quantifiable phenomenon, as suggested by Kinkel and Maloca (2009), Tate et al. (2014a) , and more than a few mainstream press articles. However, contrary to other research (Kinkel and Maloca 2009 , Gray et al. 2013 , Fratocchi et al. 2014 we cannot support the notion of corrective reshoring as our sample does not cite quality issues or management complexity as primary motives for reshoring. With the most important drivers being proximity to markets and innovation, the reshoring decisions in our sample are better viewed as reactions to changes in the business environment (Martínez-Mora and Merino 2014, Sirkin et al. 2014 , Tate et al. 2014b ). Even if the paradigms for choosing a location (e.g., pursuit of efficiency) have not changed since the initial offshoring, they may lead to now altogether different decisions. (4) China is still the most attractive region for production sourcing, followed by developing economies in Eastern Europe and Southern Asia. Almost half of our sample invested in production in China while only a few firms divested. Similarly, far more firms are increasing rather than decreasing their production volume in Eastern Europe and Southern Asia, which aligns with the findings of Kinkel and Maloca (2009) and O'Marah and Lee (2013) . The latter study also found a decline of China's attractiveness, however we cannot make such a conclusion since our data is a snapshot of one point in time. In light of its declining manufacturing cost advantage (Sirkin et al. 2014 ), China's appeal as a production location may now be less about labor costs and more about proximity to an important consumer market. In Ferdows's (1997) classification the China plants are in the midst of a transition from being offshore or source factories with focus only on low production cost, to being server or contributor if not even lead factories focusing on serving the local market. In the language of the eclectic paradigm China appears to be attracting more market-seeking investments while Eastern Europe and Southern Asia attract more efficiency-seeking investments (Kinkel and Maloca 2009 , Simchi-Levi et al. 2012 , Ellram et al. 2013 , O'Marah and Lee 2013 , Berry and Kaul 2015 , Chen et al. 2015 , Gray et al. 2015 our sample confirms that firms increasingly move beyond mere labor cost comparisons in manufacturing location decisions. China serves as a prime illustration. While in the past many companies were drawn by the labor cost benefits of offshore production in China, our sample shows that investments in China are now largely market driven.
Production cost is traded off more carefully against factors such as proximity to markets, supply availability, innovation, government policies and risk, which confirms findings by Chen et al. (2015) .
Consequently, for some trends, e.g., investments in Western Europe, we cannot clearly identify a dominant driver. The eclectic paradigm helps to explain: as the contextual parameter of nations' manufacturing cost competitiveness changes, other location-specific comparative advantages determine if a firm will invest in a given location (Dunning 2000) .
(7) Firms localize production in developed economies and use developing economies as production hubs. While our sample does not allow a clear identification of dominant drivers in all cases, we have found a tendency to localize or nearshore production close to demand for investments in developed regions, including China. Developing economies serve mainly as manufacturing hubs that produce for offshore demand. Firms thus invest in higher factor-cost countries that have a local market to serve, but lower-cost countries do not have this prerequisite. O'Marah and Lee (2013) discuss the trade-off between scale and agility. While investments in developing economies add scale, investments in developed regions close to local demand add flexibility. In light of the theory of transactions cost economics, Buckley and Casson (2009) state that flexibility increases transaction costs which in turn discourages offshoring and encourages nearshoring. They further argue that the link to the R&D and marketing functions, which are still largely located at the headquarters in developed economies, further encourages colocation per internalization theory.
Our regression models did not detect any major differences across firms based on industry, origin, or size. The decisions seem to generally depend most strongly on the product.
This research provides a detailed benchmark of decisions made by our sample where to invest for which products, what factors to consider, and which markets to serve. This should be valuable to management teams contemplating changes to their current production footprints. But these insights should be beneficial to others besides supply chain managers. Our study captures the current attractiveness of different regions of the world for manufacturing investments. This can inform the discourse among makers of governmental policies regarding how best to attract manufacturing and, in turn, jobs to their home regions.
Our research documents current production sourcing decisions and their drivers at a level of granularity not available in existing research. However, some caveats are in order. The number of responses (74) creates three limitations. First, our unit of analysis is the individual decision, which enables deep investigation of the driving forces but might not be representative of what these firms do across the board. Discussion with our participants reassured us that these are not outlier decisions, but additional responses from the same organizations would enhance the robustness of our results. Second, as the decisions are diverse and reflect complex trade-offs among numerous factors, our sample size pushes our statistical tests to their limits. Increasing the sample size would allow us to add more granularity to the results. Thirdly, beyond the methodological challenges the sample size makes the generalizability of our results debatable. We believe the conclusions drawn pertain to our sample, which we believe to mirror the global manufacturers' landscape. Yet, we cannot assure that they hold true beyond our sample even though the results are in line with the results of other existing research as outlined in this discussion section.
Beyond the extension of the sample we believe a different perspective on the decisions analyzed in this paper could provide valuable insights. In this paper we analyzed production sourcing decisions region by region. We thereby understand what makes firms invest in one region and divest of another.
Yet, this type of analysis makes it hard to identify commonalities among those decisions such as is there general propensity to invest in regions with specific characteristics, e.g. sales growth. In Steuber and
Huchzermeier (2016) 
